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Please see attached responses.
Thanks
Carolyn
Carolyn J. Casey
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
5 Post Office Square, Suite 100
Mail code OSRR 07-3
Boston, MA 02109-3912
P 617-918-1368
F 617-918-0368
casey.carolyn@epa.gov

From: Ronald W. Ruth [mailto:RWRuth@sherin.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2015 10:59 AM
To: Casey, Carolyn
Cc: 'Steinberg, Elliot'; 'Joseph Salvetti'; Clough, Steve
Subject: Revised Beverly, MA/QAPP

Carolyn, in response to your request please find a clean and a compare version of a revised draft QAPP for EPA’s
review. We look forward to your comments. Please note that the revised sampling locations will require additional
landowner access consents prior to commencement of that work.
Please call or email with any questions or comments.
Ron
Ronald W. Ruth



617.646.2165

rwruth@sherin.com

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL: The information contained in this electronic message and any attachments are confidential property and intended only
for the use of the addressee. Any interception, copying, accessing, or disclosure or distribution of this message is prohibited, and sender takes no
responsibility for any unauthorized reliance on this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and purge the
message you received.

DISCLAIMER REGARDING ELECTRONIC TRANSACTIONS: If this communication relates to the negotiation of a contract or agreement, any so-called
electronic transaction or electronic signature statutes shall not be deemed to apply to this communication; contract formation in this matter shall occur only
upon the mutual delivery or exchange of manually-affixed original signatures on original documents.

If you have any questions regarding this disclaimer, please contact Sherin and Lodgen LLP at 617.646.2126
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Preliminary Technical Review of Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) for Sediment 


Investigations Retail Development – South Parcel Shoreline former United Shoe Machinery 


(USM) Facility Beverly MA (MAD043415991), dated October 2014  (EPA’s initial  


comments sent via email dated 11/17/14, Facility responses sent via email dated 2/9/14, EPA 


responses sent via email dated 5/6/15)  


1) Form B page 3 of 4 


Please revise the text to reflect that Carolyn Casey will be the US EPA RCRA Facility Manager. 


 


Facility Response 


Requested revision will be made in an Addendum Sheet to QAPP, to be submitted following 
consensus on our responses to the balance of your comments herein. 


 


EPA Response: Acknowledged. 


 


EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015 


Revision made, no further comment. 


2) Form C page 2 of 3 


Field Sampling and Analysis 
 


The third paragraph state that six samples will be selected for red lead analysis. Why six samples 


and how will these be selected?     


 


Facility Response 
The objective of the red lead analyses is to discriminate between lead from the boat yard (e.g. red 


lead used on boat hulls) and lead from the site. Six samples are considered a sufficient 


percentage of the total data set, based on selection by total lead concentrations, to discriminate 


between red lead from the boat yard from and lead from the site.  Red lead is not an issue related 


to client’s site.  


 


EPA Response: If red lead is not a site related issues, this sounds like a reasonable way to 


differentiate.  It’s not clear what the statement “based on selection by total lead concentrations” 


means.  Please clarify. Where are the six proposed sample locations?  It’s not clear from the 


figure provided. 


 


EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015 
No response to this comment was provided and no apparent revisions to the QAPP were made to 


clarify.  Please verify that the statement regarding total lead concentrations indicates that the six 


samples selected for red lead analysis will be the six samples with the highest total lead 


concentrations and therefore, the locations are not currently known.    


3) The fourth paragraph states that surface water samples will be collected at three locations. Why 


only three locations? How will these locations be selected? Typically, both a surface water and 


 







sediment sample should be collected at each location. Please provide a rationale for not collecting 


collocated surface water and sediment samples at each location shown in figure 2. 


 


Facility Response 
It must be recognized that the sediment samples will be collected at low tide in an area where the 


tidal water ebbs and returns twice a day. We have proposed collection of water samples at three 


locations within the Bass River to provide representative coverage in the area of the sediment 


sampling locations.  In our opinion, collecting 20 co-located surface water samples at a spacing 


of 50 to 100 ft in a tidal area would generate repetitive/duplicative data and does not address the 


primary data quality objective of evaluating nature and extent of metals in sediment.  


 


EPA Response: Why will samples be collected at low tide?  Sediment samples are often taken 


from a boat with a corer, so it’s not necessary that sample collection be restricted to low tide.   


 


It’s acknowledged that, being diurnal, co-located surface water may not be feasible because it 


would be difficult to definitively locate contaminant sources without a sampling design 


specifically for this purpose.  Therefore, we acknowledge all locations along each transect may 


not be cost effective.    


 


Alternately, and admittedly only a snapshot, it may be helpful to see if there is any contaminant 


transport “off-site” during one of the tides and three samples to give a “general condition” would 


not likely be sufficient.  It is suggested that one surface water sample be collected during either 


an incoming or outgoing tide at each “site” transect.  The sample should be collected from a 


location relatively close to shore where the highest concentrations of site related contaminants 


would have been deposited.  In addition, one sample should be collected directly “upstream” and 


“downstream” of the area under investigation, in the stream flow, to help evaluate the potential 


contaminant concentration coming on site and going off-site. This would likely be 6 surface 


water samples, minimum. 
 


It is recommended that surface water samples be collected at mid-tide when the flow is the 


strongest and at the most likely time off-site migration of contamination would be occurring.  


Collection of surface water samples at slack tide should be avoided.  Sediment samples can then 


be collected at low tide.  GPS should be used to confirm a surface water sample and sediment 


samples are collected in the same approximate locations (e.g., along the transect).   


 


EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015 


No further comment. 


4) Form D, page 1 of 2 


Surface Water Investigation 


Again, please provide a rationale for not collecting collocated surface water and sediment 


samples at each 20 locations proposed for sampling as shown in figure 2. 


 


Facility Response 


See Comment above. 







 


EPA Response: See comment above. 


 


EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015 
No further comment. 


5) Please provide additional information regarding the use of PE samples? 


 


Facility Response 


Performance Evaluation (PE) samples, as described on From D, page 8 refer to the laboratory 
quality control samples utilized in the Data Usability Summary Report (DUSR) such as Blanks, 
Surrogates, and Matrix Spikes/Matrix Spike Duplicates.  


EPA Response: It’s not clear why there is reference to “…laboratory quality control samples 
utilized in the Data Usability Summary Report (DUSR) such as Blanks, Surrogates, and Matrix 
Spikes/Matrix Spike Duplicates.”  These are QA/QC samples.  PE samples are defined as “a 
sample, the composition of which is unknown to the analyst and is provided to test whether the 
analyst/laboratory can produce analytical results within specified performance limits. See Blind 
sample and Performance evaluation audit.”  
http://www.epa.gov/emap/html/pubs/docs/resdocs/qa_terms.html#pp 


Please revise the text accordingly and clarify if actual PE samples will be used. 


 


EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015 


The revised text is not appropriate.  Blind samples or performance evaluation samples are not the 


same as duplicate samples, matrix spike/matrix spike duplicates.  Duplicate samples are collected 


in the field.  Performance evaluation (PE) samples are prepared in a lab that is separate from the 


lab conducting the analysis for the project.  They are submitted as blind samples with the rest of 


the samples collected in the field.  These samples are submitted with known concentrations of 


contaminants (so cannot be samples collected at the site) and are used to independently evaluate a 


lab (i.e., conduct a PE audit).   


6) Form E Shallow Sediment Sampling 


If slag is present in the reference sample locations, the samples will not be considered 


reference samples. 


 


Facility Response 


The May 2012 QAPP Data Summary Report provided documentation that fill containing 


slag materials was present throughout the South Parcel and likely originated from the 


historical filling of the former tidal inlet during the early 1900s.  The presence of slag is 


likely in reference samples. 


 


EPA Response:  Again, if slag is present in the reference sample locations, the samples will not 


be considered reference samples.  Reference samples are defined as “New data collected from 


the least impacted (or unimpacted) area of the Superfund site, or from a nearby site that is 


ecologically similar to the Superfund site and is not affected by the Superfund site 



http://www.epa.gov/emap/html/pubs/docs/resdocs/qa_terms.html#pp





contaminants.”  Note RCRA Corrective action typically follows Superfund Guidance for site 


investigation.  


 


Selecting and Using Reference Information in Superfund Risk Assessments. ECO Update, Interim 


Bulletin, Volume 2, Number 4. Washington, D.C. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response, 


Hazardous Site Evaluation Division. Publication 9345.10. EPA/540/F-94/050. NTIS PB94-


963319.  


 


EPA initially suggested that reference sample locations be collected on the opposite side of the 


bay away from site constituent transport due to tidal flow and where it is less likely that any site 


related contaminants would be accumulated in significant quantities.  This area is heavily 


influenced by tidal flow and the “upstream” reference area proposed is immediately upstream in 


the bay rather than on the opposite side.  The most easterly transect is immediately downgradient 


of the other areas of the site (North Parcel surface water discharge area and area where slag was 


observed).  Consequently, is very likely to be impacted by site constituents and so not the 


definition of an appropriate reference area.  Again, EPA recommends that reference samples be 


collected across the bay from the areas of concern. 


 


EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015 
Refer to comment 9 below.  It is recommended that a third transect be added across the bay.     


7) Please provide the rationale for sample location selection as previously discussed in email 


from Steve Clough dated May 1, 2014. There appears to be if any samples where the majority of 


slag was observed in the banks and along the shoreline. 


 


Facility Response 
An objective of the program is to discriminate between lead from the boat yard (e.g. red lead 


used on boat hulls) and lead from the site.  The “in between” area (between the sites) would most 


likely be a mix of both sites which would not provide meaningful information.  Sampling layout 


was designed in an effort to maintain a consistent spatial distribution of the sampling locations 


and, at the same time, keep the transects perpendicular to the shoreline. 


 


EPA Response: To clarify the second sentence in the above comment from EPA, “There does not 


appear to be a proposal to collect any samples where the majority of slag was observed in the 


banks and along the shoreline.”  Red lead is only one COC and does not justify no sample 


collection where the majority of the slag was observed.   Samples should also be collected 


between the boat yard transects and site transect S4. 


 


EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015 
No further comment. 


 


8) Reasoning for sample collection in front of the boat yard:   


 


Facility Response 
As per the above response, our client should not be responsible for lead emanating from any lead 


paint used to preserve boat hulls that may have subsequently migrated downgradient of the boat 







yard.  Our previous report included a microscopic analysis that attributed much of the lead in the 


soil samples to “red lead”, which is indicative of a source other than slag at our site. 


 


EPA Response:  Agreed, it makes sense to try to get a “signature” from a similar but none site 


related source.      


 


EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015 
No further comment. 


 


9) The reference sample locations could be impacted from the site or other sources in the area.  


Perhaps there are more appropriate locations, further downstream (from the reference transects 


shown) and across the bay from the area of concern.   


 


We chose these locations because concentrations in sediment should represent “local conditions” 


(this site is estuarine so the term “downstream” is not entirely accurate).   We are also concerned 


about access over private property as one moves further to the south  


  


EPA Response: However, it is likely, unless proven otherwise that the proposed reference area is 


“impacted” by constituents from the area under investigation which would dismiss the proposed 


area as a reasonable reference area candidate.  Access to more appropriate reference areas (i.e., 


on the opposite side of the bay), can certainly be gained with a small boat rather than traversing 


private property or, in the interest of  carrying this investigation out properly, it is worthwhile to 


inquire about landowner access for the explicit purpose of  the one-time sampling event.  EPA 


can provide assistance with gaining access if necessary. 


 


Again, EPA initially suggested that reference sample locations be collected on the opposite side 


of the bay away from site constituent transport due to tidal flow and where it is less likely that 


any site related contaminants would be accumulated in significant quantities.  This area is 


heavily influenced by tidal flow and the “upstream” reference area proposed is immediately 


upstream in the bay rather than on the opposite side.  The most easterly transect is immediately 


downgradient of the other areas of the site (North Parcel surface water discharge area and area 


where slag was observed).  Consequently, is very likely to be impacted by site constituents and 


therefore is not an appropriate reference area.   


 


Because the comparison to reference area conditions is likely to be a critical deciding factor, it is 


important to minimize any question of the presence of site related constituents.  Again, EPA 


recommends that reference samples be collected across the bay from the areas of concern. 


 


EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015 


Two of the three proposed transects were moved across the bay.  Four reference sample locations 


is not a very significant number.  It is suggested a third transect also be included in the area across 


the bay while also retaining the other three proposed transects.   
 


10) A duplicate sample should be collected even if less than 20 sediment samples are collected. 


 


Facility Response 







Agree.  Collection of a duplicate sample is planned as outlined in Form M-2. 


 


EPA Response: Acknowledged. 


 


EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015 
No further comment. 


 


11) Surface Water Sampling 


At what depth will the samples be collected? 
 


Facility Response 
Surface water samples will be collected at mid-depth of the water column at time of sampling. 


 


EPA Response: See response to comment 3 above.  Mid-depth is acceptable as long the 


progression of sampling is to approach each location into and against the stream flow direction to 


avoid sample contamination.  In addition, because surface water conditions are likely to be 


shallow, every effort should be made to minimize sediment disturbance.      


 


EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015 
No further comment. 


 


12) Form L 


Precision and accuracy not defined except for mercury. Please provide a page number, 


appendix or some more complete information where this table can be located. 


 


Facility Response 


Form L refers to SOP: Table 2 for analytical precision of metals other than mercury.  As listed in 


the Table of Contents, Alpha Analytical Laboratory SOPs are included in Appendix A which was 


previously provided.  


 


EPA Response: Acknowledged. 


 


EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015 
No further comment. 


13) Please revise Form L table, page 1 of 2 (page 25) to include units for MDLs and RLs. It’s 


not clear why two complete sets of MDLs and RLs are included here. 


 


Facility Response 


Requested revision will be made in an Addendum Sheet to QAPP, to be submitted following 


consensus on our responses to the balance of your comments herein.  


 


EPA Response: Acknowledged. 


 


EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015 
No further comment. 







 


14) Please include surface water reporting limits and screening criteria.   


 


Facility Response 


Requested revision will be made in an Addendum Sheet to QAPP, to be submitted following 


consensus on our responses to the balance of your comments herein 


 


EPA Response: Acknowledged.  Ensure that the RLs for each COPEC is lower than the 


corresponding screening effects criteria.     


 


EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015 
No further comment. 


 


15) Please provide a clear distinction between sediment and soil RLs/MDLs and screening 


criteria.   


 


Facility Response 


Requested revision will be made in an Addendum Sheet to QAPP, to be submitted following 


consensus on our responses to the balance of your comments herein 


 


EPA Response: Acknowledged. 


 


EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015 


No further comment. 


 


16) Please revise the table to better align the data, starting with the line for lead. 


 


Facility Response 


Requested revision will be made in an Addendum Sheet to QAPP, to be submitted following 


consensus on our responses to the balance of your comments herein 


 


EPA Response: Acknowledged. 


 


EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015 
No further comment. 


17) Additional samples need to be collected for matrix spike/matrix spike duplicates. Although 


the collection of a duplicate sample is discussed in form E, this does not appear to be a 


MS/MSD sample. Please provide clarification in the text and tables as appropriate.  


 


Facility Response 


Collection of a MS/MSD sample for metals is specified at a 1:20 sample frequency in Form M-2. 


EPA Response: It would be appropriate to also discuss the need to collect additional samples for 


QA in form E and within the text. 







 


EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015 
No further comment. 






Preliminary Technical Review of Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) for Sediment Investigations Retail Development – South Parcel Shoreline former United Shoe Machinery (USM) Facility Beverly MA (MAD043415991), dated October 2014  (EPA’s initial  comments sent via email dated 11/17/14, Facility responses sent via email dated 2/9/14, EPA responses sent via email dated 5/6/15) 



1) Form B page 3 of 4

Please revise the text to reflect that Carolyn Casey will be the US EPA RCRA Facility Manager.



Facility Response

Requested revision will be made in an Addendum Sheet to QAPP, to be submitted following consensus on our responses to the balance of your comments herein.



[bookmark: _GoBack]EPA Response: Acknowledged.



EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015

Revision made, no further comment.

2) Form C page 2 of 3

Field Sampling and Analysis



The third paragraph state that six samples will be selected for red lead analysis. Why six samples and how will these be selected?    



Facility Response

The objective of the red lead analyses is to discriminate between lead from the boat yard (e.g. red lead used on boat hulls) and lead from the site. Six samples are considered a sufficient percentage of the total data set, based on selection by total lead concentrations, to discriminate between red lead from the boat yard from and lead from the site.  Red lead is not an issue related to client’s site. 



EPA Response: If red lead is not a site related issues, this sounds like a reasonable way to differentiate.  It’s not clear what the statement “based on selection by total lead concentrations” means.  Please clarify. Where are the six proposed sample locations?  It’s not clear from the figure provided.



EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015

No response to this comment was provided and no apparent revisions to the QAPP were made to clarify.  Please verify that the statement regarding total lead concentrations indicates that the six samples selected for red lead analysis will be the six samples with the highest total lead concentrations and therefore, the locations are not currently known.   

3) The fourth paragraph states that surface water samples will be collected at three locations. Why only three locations? How will these locations be selected? Typically, both a surface water and sediment sample should be collected at each location. Please provide a rationale for not collecting collocated surface water and sediment samples at each location shown in figure 2.



Facility Response

It must be recognized that the sediment samples will be collected at low tide in an area where the tidal water ebbs and returns twice a day. We have proposed collection of water samples at three locations within the Bass River to provide representative coverage in the area of the sediment sampling locations.  In our opinion, collecting 20 co-located surface water samples at a spacing of 50 to 100 ft in a tidal area would generate repetitive/duplicative data and does not address the primary data quality objective of evaluating nature and extent of metals in sediment. 



EPA Response: Why will samples be collected at low tide?  Sediment samples are often taken from a boat with a corer, so it’s not necessary that sample collection be restricted to low tide.  



It’s acknowledged that, being diurnal, co-located surface water may not be feasible because it would be difficult to definitively locate contaminant sources without a sampling design specifically for this purpose.  Therefore, we acknowledge all locations along each transect may not be cost effective.   



Alternately, and admittedly only a snapshot, it may be helpful to see if there is any contaminant transport “off-site” during one of the tides and three samples to give a “general condition” would not likely be sufficient.  It is suggested that one surface water sample be collected during either an incoming or outgoing tide at each “site” transect.  The sample should be collected from a location relatively close to shore where the highest concentrations of site related contaminants would have been deposited.  In addition, one sample should be collected directly “upstream” and “downstream” of the area under investigation, in the stream flow, to help evaluate the potential contaminant concentration coming on site and going off-site. This would likely be 6 surface water samples, minimum.



It is recommended that surface water samples be collected at mid-tide when the flow is the strongest and at the most likely time off-site migration of contamination would be occurring.  Collection of surface water samples at slack tide should be avoided.  Sediment samples can then be collected at low tide.  GPS should be used to confirm a surface water sample and sediment samples are collected in the same approximate locations (e.g., along the transect).  



EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015

No further comment.

4) Form D, page 1 of 2

Surface Water Investigation

Again, please provide a rationale for not collecting collocated surface water and sediment samples at each 20 locations proposed for sampling as shown in figure 2.



Facility Response

See Comment above.



EPA Response: See comment above.



EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015

No further comment.

5) Please provide additional information regarding the use of PE samples?



Facility Response

Performance Evaluation (PE) samples, as described on From D, page 8 refer to the laboratory quality control samples utilized in the Data Usability Summary Report (DUSR) such as Blanks, Surrogates, and Matrix Spikes/Matrix Spike Duplicates. 

EPA Response: It’s not clear why there is reference to “…laboratory quality control samples utilized in the Data Usability Summary Report (DUSR) such as Blanks, Surrogates, and Matrix Spikes/Matrix Spike Duplicates.”  These are QA/QC samples.  PE samples are defined as “a sample, the composition of which is unknown to the analyst and is provided to test whether the analyst/laboratory can produce analytical results within specified performance limits. See Blind sample and Performance evaluation audit.”  http://www.epa.gov/emap/html/pubs/docs/resdocs/qa_terms.html#pp

Please revise the text accordingly and clarify if actual PE samples will be used.



EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015

The revised text is not appropriate.  Blind samples or performance evaluation samples are not the same as duplicate samples, matrix spike/matrix spike duplicates.  Duplicate samples are collected in the field.  Performance evaluation (PE) samples are prepared in a lab that is separate from the lab conducting the analysis for the project.  They are submitted as blind samples with the rest of the samples collected in the field.  These samples are submitted with known concentrations of contaminants (so cannot be samples collected at the site) and are used to independently evaluate a lab (i.e., conduct a PE audit).  

6) Form E Shallow Sediment Sampling

If slag is present in the reference sample locations, the samples will not be considered reference samples.



Facility Response

The May 2012 QAPP Data Summary Report provided documentation that fill containing slag materials was present throughout the South Parcel and likely originated from the historical filling of the former tidal inlet during the early 1900s.  The presence of slag is likely in reference samples.



EPA Response:  Again, if slag is present in the reference sample locations, the samples will not be considered reference samples.  Reference samples are defined as “New data collected from the least impacted (or unimpacted) area of the Superfund site, or from a nearby site that is ecologically similar to the Superfund site and is not affected by the Superfund site contaminants.”  Note RCRA Corrective action typically follows Superfund Guidance for site investigation. 



Selecting and Using Reference Information in Superfund Risk Assessments. ECO Update, Interim Bulletin, Volume 2, Number 4. Washington, D.C. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response, Hazardous Site Evaluation Division. Publication 9345.10. EPA/540/F-94/050. NTIS PB94-963319. 



EPA initially suggested that reference sample locations be collected on the opposite side of the bay away from site constituent transport due to tidal flow and where it is less likely that any site related contaminants would be accumulated in significant quantities.  This area is heavily influenced by tidal flow and the “upstream” reference area proposed is immediately upstream in the bay rather than on the opposite side.  The most easterly transect is immediately downgradient of the other areas of the site (North Parcel surface water discharge area and area where slag was observed).  Consequently, is very likely to be impacted by site constituents and so not the definition of an appropriate reference area.  Again, EPA recommends that reference samples be collected across the bay from the areas of concern.



EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015

Refer to comment 9 below.  It is recommended that a third transect be added across the bay.    

7) Please provide the rationale for sample location selection as previously discussed in email from Steve Clough dated May 1, 2014. There appears to be if any samples where the majority of slag was observed in the banks and along the shoreline.



Facility Response

An objective of the program is to discriminate between lead from the boat yard (e.g. red lead used on boat hulls) and lead from the site.  The “in between” area (between the sites) would most likely be a mix of both sites which would not provide meaningful information.  Sampling layout was designed in an effort to maintain a consistent spatial distribution of the sampling locations and, at the same time, keep the transects perpendicular to the shoreline.



EPA Response: To clarify the second sentence in the above comment from EPA, “There does not appear to be a proposal to collect any samples where the majority of slag was observed in the banks and along the shoreline.”  Red lead is only one COC and does not justify no sample collection where the majority of the slag was observed.   Samples should also be collected between the boat yard transects and site transect S4.



EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015

No further comment.



8) Reasoning for sample collection in front of the boat yard:  



Facility Response

As per the above response, our client should not be responsible for lead emanating from any lead paint used to preserve boat hulls that may have subsequently migrated downgradient of the boat yard.  Our previous report included a microscopic analysis that attributed much of the lead in the soil samples to “red lead”, which is indicative of a source other than slag at our site.



EPA Response:  Agreed, it makes sense to try to get a “signature” from a similar but none site related source.     



EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015

No further comment.



9) The reference sample locations could be impacted from the site or other sources in the area.  Perhaps there are more appropriate locations, further downstream (from the reference transects shown) and across the bay from the area of concern.  



We chose these locations because concentrations in sediment should represent “local conditions” (this site is estuarine so the term “downstream” is not entirely accurate).   We are also concerned about access over private property as one moves further to the south 

 

EPA Response: However, it is likely, unless proven otherwise that the proposed reference area is “impacted” by constituents from the area under investigation which would dismiss the proposed area as a reasonable reference area candidate.  Access to more appropriate reference areas (i.e., on the opposite side of the bay), can certainly be gained with a small boat rather than traversing private property or, in the interest of  carrying this investigation out properly, it is worthwhile to inquire about landowner access for the explicit purpose of  the one-time sampling event.  EPA can provide assistance with gaining access if necessary.



Again, EPA initially suggested that reference sample locations be collected on the opposite side of the bay away from site constituent transport due to tidal flow and where it is less likely that any site related contaminants would be accumulated in significant quantities.  This area is heavily influenced by tidal flow and the “upstream” reference area proposed is immediately upstream in the bay rather than on the opposite side.  The most easterly transect is immediately downgradient of the other areas of the site (North Parcel surface water discharge area and area where slag was observed).  Consequently, is very likely to be impacted by site constituents and therefore is not an appropriate reference area.  



Because the comparison to reference area conditions is likely to be a critical deciding factor, it is important to minimize any question of the presence of site related constituents.  Again, EPA recommends that reference samples be collected across the bay from the areas of concern.



EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015

Two of the three proposed transects were moved across the bay.  Four reference sample locations is not a very significant number.  It is suggested a third transect also be included in the area across the bay while also retaining the other three proposed transects.  



10) A duplicate sample should be collected even if less than 20 sediment samples are collected.



Facility Response

Agree.  Collection of a duplicate sample is planned as outlined in Form M-2.



EPA Response: Acknowledged.



EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015

No further comment.



11) Surface Water Sampling

At what depth will the samples be collected?



Facility Response

Surface water samples will be collected at mid-depth of the water column at time of sampling.



EPA Response: See response to comment 3 above.  Mid-depth is acceptable as long the progression of sampling is to approach each location into and against the stream flow direction to avoid sample contamination.  In addition, because surface water conditions are likely to be shallow, every effort should be made to minimize sediment disturbance.     



EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015

No further comment.



12) Form L

Precision and accuracy not defined except for mercury. Please provide a page number, appendix or some more complete information where this table can be located.



Facility Response

Form L refers to SOP: Table 2 for analytical precision of metals other than mercury.  As listed in the Table of Contents, Alpha Analytical Laboratory SOPs are included in Appendix A which was previously provided. 



EPA Response: Acknowledged.



EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015

No further comment.

13) Please revise Form L table, page 1 of 2 (page 25) to include units for MDLs and RLs. It’s not clear why two complete sets of MDLs and RLs are included here.



Facility Response

Requested revision will be made in an Addendum Sheet to QAPP, to be submitted following consensus on our responses to the balance of your comments herein. 



EPA Response: Acknowledged.



EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015

No further comment.



14) Please include surface water reporting limits and screening criteria.  



Facility Response

Requested revision will be made in an Addendum Sheet to QAPP, to be submitted following consensus on our responses to the balance of your comments herein



EPA Response: Acknowledged.  Ensure that the RLs for each COPEC is lower than the corresponding screening effects criteria.    



EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015

No further comment.



15) Please provide a clear distinction between sediment and soil RLs/MDLs and screening criteria.  



Facility Response

Requested revision will be made in an Addendum Sheet to QAPP, to be submitted following consensus on our responses to the balance of your comments herein



EPA Response: Acknowledged.



EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015

No further comment.



16) Please revise the table to better align the data, starting with the line for lead.



Facility Response

Requested revision will be made in an Addendum Sheet to QAPP, to be submitted following consensus on our responses to the balance of your comments herein



EPA Response: Acknowledged.



EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015

No further comment.

17) Additional samples need to be collected for matrix spike/matrix spike duplicates. Although the collection of a duplicate sample is discussed in form E, this does not appear to be a MS/MSD sample. Please provide clarification in the text and tables as appropriate. 



Facility Response

Collection of a MS/MSD sample for metals is specified at a 1:20 sample frequency in Form M‑2.

EPA Response: It would be appropriate to also discuss the need to collect additional samples for QA in form E and within the text.



EPA Response to revised document dated Aug 2015

No further comment.


























